t Jon Stewart's rally to restore sanity, held in Washington, DC in October 2010, this sign was prominently displayed (Fig. 1) . While we do not recognize the holder of the sign, we would not be surprised if he turned out to be a journal editor. Journal editors disagree on practically every topic imaginable; peer review is the rare exception. To editors, careful prepublication scrutiny of findings by informed peers is an article of faith and a bedrock of scientific progress.
To what degree is faith in peer review warranted? Perhaps not so much as medical journal editors would like. For one thing, peer review rarely intercepts outright fraud. As former New England Journal editor Arnold Relman put it, "Science is at once the most skeptical of activities and also the most trusting…. It is intensely skeptical about the possibility of error, but totally trusting about the possibility of fraud." For another, peer reviewers agree with each other much less than one would hope. An analysis of 5881 reviews of 2664 manuscripts submitted to JGIM (Kravitz et al. PLoS One 2010) suggested that achieving adequate levels of inter-reviewer reliability (>0.8) would require 20 independent reviews, not the 2-3 that most journals typically solicit.
On the other hand, a 2007 Cochrane Review concluded that editorial peer review appears to make papers more readable and improves the general quality of reporting. And in an analysis of 507 original research articles submitted to JGIM, articles accepted after peer review garnered substantially more citations than articles rejected and subsequently published elsewhere (Jackson et al., PLoS One 2011). Apparently, even when they disagree, JGIM's peer reviewers contribute measurably to improved editorial decision making by our editorial team (as judged by the admittedly narrow-and potentially biased-metric of subsequent citation rates).
Despite its shortcomings, editorial peer review is here to stay. Our faith in the process depends on the support of an outstanding group of reviewers. In 2010-11, JGIM reviewers volunteered their time and expertise to review about half of the more than 1,000 manuscripts that JGIM receives each year. During this period, 905 reviewers provided a total of 1,143 reviews with a mean quality score of 4.2 on a scale of 1-6 (as judged by JGIM deputy editors). Of these, 213 provided at least two reviews and 23 provided three or more. We are indebted to them for their service.
Among this group of dedicated peer reviewers, there is a cohort that stands out. Reviewers included in this prestigious group performed at least two reviews between July 2010 and June 2011, returned all reviews within 30 days, and received a quality score of four or greater on all reviews. An asterisk identifies the 100 reviewers meeting these criteria. We thank them for their efforts on behalf of the journal.
What about the future of peer review? While pre-publication peer review will remain important, post-publication peer review will gain much more emphasis. As argued by Schriger and Altman (BMJ 2010), "Post-publication critique, as the final arbiter of the meaning of each new communication, is no less important than the earlier phases and is a sign of a healthy scientific community…." At JGIM over the coming months, we hope to advance post-publication peer review in two ways. First, beginning in late 2012, we will begin publishing "mini editorials" alongside selected JGIM articles. These "Capsule Commentaries" will highlight methodological or content issues deserving additional attention, discussion, or debate. Second, we will take advantage of exciting changes in SGIM's web presence to encourage much more interaction among authors and readers. The Society is planning a major web upgrade in Spring 2012. JGIM will have its own virtual space within the SGIM site, offering many opportunities for enhanced interactivity among JGIM's social network. As these changes unfold, we look forward, as always, to your suggestions and feedback. 
